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RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT AND 
PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 

Sir: 

In response to the Office Action mailed September 20. 2005 . please consider the 
following. 

Applicant hereby petitions under the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a) for an 
extension of time in which to respond to the outstanding Office Action and Includes a 
fee as set forth in 37 C.F.R. § 1 .17(a) with this response for such extension of time. 
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The Examiner has required restriction under 35 U.S.C. 121 a single disclosed 
species for prosecution to one of the following inventions: 

I. LCD with reflecting layer that is a dielectric multilayer film as appears to be 
claim 14. 

II. LCD with reflecting layer that is an electrode or aluminum layer as per 
claims 12 and 13. 

Applicant respectfully notes that this Restriction Requirement does not identify any 
basis whatsoever in support of the required species election. Furthermore, Applicant 
notes that all of these claims have been previously searched and considered 
substantively by the patent office as evidenced by the substantive Office Action mailed 
March 24, 2005. Thus, as stated in MPEP 811, the examiner is required to consider 
"whether there will be a serious burden if restriction is not required." In this case, the 
Office Action identifies no burden whatsoever that would result from not making this 
Restriction Requirement. In fact, Applicant respectfully submits that no serious burden 
would be imposed on the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, since all these claims have 
been previously searched. 

For example, any searching directed at the Group I claims might very logically 
encompass the same art classes as a search related to the Group II claims. It is further 
submitted that the claims of the two groups designated by the Examiner are closely 
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interrelated, and in order to preserve unity of invention, both groups should be 
prosecuted in the same application. An important advantage in pursuing just one 
application is that the examination work of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office would 
thereby be simplified inasmuch as duplication of searching effort would be eliminated. 
Thus, restricting the application as suggested by the Examiner would most likely 
increase searching effort rather than reduce it. Accordingly, search and examination 
can be made without serious burden, and therefore, the Examiner must examine the 
Application on the merits. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner 
withdraw the requirement for an election of species and allow the claims of Group I 
(Claim 14) to be prosecuted in the same application as the claims of Group II (Claims 
12 and 13) along with the generic claims (Claims 1-1 1 and 15-17). In the event that the 
restriction requirement is made final, Applicant's provisionally elect the claims of Group I 
(Claim 14) for continued prosecution along with the generic claims (Claims 1-11 and 15- 
17), holding the claims of Group II (Claims 12 and 13) in abeyance under the provision 
of 37 C.F.R. 1.142(b) until final disposition of the elected claims. 

CONCLUSION 

It is believed that a full and complete response has been made to the 
outstanding Office Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for 
allowance. Thus, prompt and favorable consideration of this Response is respectfully 
requested. If the Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite 
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prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at 
(248) 641-1600. 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248)641-1600 

MEH/cs 



Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: October 28. 2005 
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